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Abstract 
 The competition among American colleges and universities for top students is now more 
fierce than ever.  As the population of U.S. high school seniors has grown in recent years and the 
Common Application has facilitated the college application process, American institutions of 
higher education have scrambled to find new ways to encourage prospective students to apply 
and compel admitted students to matriculate. 
 Among other factors that influence prospective students’ decisions during the college 
search and selection process, the existence of intercollegiate athletic programs may have a 
significant impact on students’ decisions to apply to or enroll at a particular university.  
However, many high-ranking officials within the realm of higher education seem to support the 
notion that athletics detract from academic prestige.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to 
test these two claims.  An analysis of the data from U.S. News and World Report’s rankings of 
America’s Best National Universities for the past five years revealed that athletics did not detract 
from academic prestige, as there was no relationship discovered between existence of big-time 
intercollegiate athletic programs at an institution and that institution’s peer assessment score.  A 
survey of 173 undergraduate students at Boston College supported the claim that the existence of 
intercollegiate athletic programs significantly impacted students’ decisions to apply to or enroll 
at Boston College.  Furthermore, these survey results suggested that application numbers and 
yield at Boston College would decline if its big-time intercollegiate athletic programs were 
eliminated. 
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Introduction 
 Every spring, thousands of high school students throughout the country and around the 
world flock to the campuses of American colleges and universities, hoping to develop a better 
understanding of each institution so that they can make more informed decisions regarding their 
future educational plans.  Typically, these prospective students can be placed into one of two 
categories: interested students, a group that normally consists of high school juniors who have 
not yet applied to an institution but are considering doing so, and accepted students, those 
students (typically high school seniors) who have received an offer of undergraduate admission 
from the college or university.  As hubs of research and education, colleges and universities 
strive to attract the most talented students as a way of investing in the future of the institution; 
consequently, these institutions devote a significant amount of time and resources to recruiting in 
an attempt to entice the brightest students to apply for admission and to persuade the top 
admitted students to accept their offers of admission.  In fact, according to a recent study 
conducted by Noel-Levitz, a U.S.-based consulting firm that focuses on higher education, the 
median cost to a four-year, private college of recruiting a single student was just over $2,000 in 
2006.1 
 According to the 2010 College Handbook published by the College Board, there are over 
2,100 accredited four-year colleges and universities in the United States.  Given the plethora of 
options facing prospective college students, many colleges are attempting to increase their level 
of exposure among high school students in hopes of also increasing applications for admission.  
A great number of benefits can be realized by an institution which successfully stimulates an 
increase in applications.  The competition among colleges to enroll the most talented accepted 
                                                 
1 “Cost of Recruiting Poll Results,” 2 Mar. 2006, Noel-Levitz, 8 May 2010 
<https://www.noellevitz.com/About+Us/In+the+News/News+Item/Cost+of+Recruiting+Poll+Results.htm>. 
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students is no less fierce.  The number of schools using the Common Application has more than 
doubled in the past decade, and during the 2009-2010 admissions cycle, nearly 400 colleges and 
universities accepted the Common Application.2  In recent years, the large number of Common 
Application member schools has encouraged students to apply to more colleges than ever 
before.3  As a result, the chance that a student will actually matriculate at a school from which he 
or she receives an offer of admission is, on average, smaller than ever before.  The problem that 
colleges and universities are facing regarding the recruitment of prospective students is similar to 
the problem faced by a business in selling a new product.  Not only must the firm be successful 
in promoting awareness and generating interest in its product, but it must also execute on the 
actual sale.  Similarly, American colleges and universities must find a method that is effective 
not only in encouraging students to apply, but one that is also successful in compelling admitted 
students to matriculate. 
 Of course, there is not a “one size fits all” solution to the question of how to attract the 
top students.  Prospective college students have a variety of needs and interests, and a factor that 
may be of the utmost importance to one student may have no bearing whatsoever on another 
student’s decision.  While one student may select an institution based on its size or location, 
another may make his or her choice solely on the basis of the availability of financial aid.  Other 
students may decided to include–or remove–a college from consideration based on whether the 
institution is public or private, the school’s religious affiliation, the availability of extracurricular 
activities, the student-to-faculty ratio, or the demographics of the student body. 
 There is one factor that may be of particular interest to students applying to American 
colleges and universities.  This factor involves intercollegiate athletics: both the existence of 
                                                 
2 “History,” The Common Application 8 May 2010 < https://www.commonapp.org/CommonApp/History.aspx>. 
3 Daniel de Vise, “New generation of college hopefuls apply to many schools,” The Washington Post 22 Apr. 2010, 
8 May 2010 < http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/20/AR2010042002068.html>. 
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varsity intercollegiate programs and the success of such programs may influence students in their 
decisions to apply to or enroll at a particular school.  The question of how big-time 
intercollegiate athletic programs have affected the college admissions process and the 
marketability of an institution to prospective students is a topic that has been hotly contested 
among economic researchers in recent years.  Multiple researchers have conducted studies that 
have examined the “advertising effect” of major college sports, which one researcher broadly 
defines as “a successful branding in which the college or university has been able to translate its 
sporting prowess into tangible benefits for the school’s academic mission.”4  Specifically, 
numerous studies examine and analyze the link between intercollegiate athletic success and 
various factors that affect an institution’s admissions process, prestige, and financial resources, 
such as the quantity of the college’s undergraduate applications (i.e., McEvoy, 2005), the quality 
of the incoming freshman class (i.e., McCormick & Tinsley, 2003), the four and six year 
graduation rates (i.e., Rishe, 2003), and the percentage of alumni who give back to the school 
(i.e. Baade & Sundberg, 1996, and McCormick & Tinsley, 1990). 
 Perhaps the most famous example of the way in which a university’s athletic success can 
influence its exposure and prominence can be seen by examining the occurrences at Boston 
College during the mid 1980s.  On November 23, 1984, the Boston College Eagles’ football 
team beat then defending national champion University of Miami (FL) thanks to a last-second 
“Hail Mary” pass by BC quarterback Doug Flutie.  In the year of and the year following this 
monumental and often-replayed event, applications for undergraduate admission to Boston 
College jumped by 16% and 12%, respectively.5 Nearly thirteen years after Flutie’s touchdown 
                                                 
4 D. Randall Smith, “Big-Time College Basketball and the Advertising Effect,” Journal of Sports Economics 9.4 
(2008): 387-406. 
5 Bill McDonald, “The ‘Flutie Factor’ is now received wisdom. But is it true?,” Boston College Magazine Spring 
2003, 8 May 2010 <http://bcm.bc.edu/issues/spring_2003/ll_phenomenology.html>. 
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toss, people continued to talk about the event and its relationship to the college recruitment 
process.  By 1997, the “Flutie Factor” was well-known and discussed in admissions circles 
across the country, as “the effect of having a winning sports team [was] showing up at 
admissions offices nationwide.”6  A number of similar stories have been reported in recent years.  
For example, around the same time of Flutie’s success, fellow Jesuit institution Georgetown 
University saw an increase in applications of over 45% and a jump of nearly 40 points in 
incoming freshmen SAT scores between 1982 and 1985, the same time period during which 
men’s basketball star Patrick Ewing led the Hoyas to three Final Four appearances as part of the 
NCAA tournament.7  Between 1997 and 2000, Gonzaga University saw admissions applications 
increase by nearly 60% following “three years of unprecedented men’s basketball success.”8  
More recently, George Mason University witnessed a 22% rise in applications in the year 
following its improbable Final Four appearance in 2006.9 
 Despite these examples and other anecdotal evidence, the Flutie Factor has its fair share 
of critics.  Boston College’s own Michael Malec, a sports psychologist, does not discount 
Flutie’s contributions to the BC community, but warns against assuming a cause-and-effect 
relationship between Flutie’s athletic success and BC’s ensuing admissions trends.  Malec points 
out that, “Doug Flutie made some terrific contributions to BC, but his personal impact on 
enrollment during this period has been exaggerated.”10  His statement is based on the fact that 
university construction and improvements in prior years had played a role in causing applications 
to jump in prior years, so that when applications rose in the Flutie years, these increases were 
                                                 
6 Mike Dodd, “Winning one for the admissions office,” USA Today 11 Jul. 1997: 1A. 
7 Ibid. 
8Chad McEvoy, “The Impact of Elite Individual Athletic Performance on University Applicants for Admission in 
NCAA Division I-A Football,” The Sport Journal 2006, 8 May 2010 < http://www.thesportjournal.org/article/ 
impact-elite-individual-athletic-performance-university-applicants-admission-ncaa-division-i>. 
9 Jennifer Edgerly, “The Business of Being Cinderella: Mason Releases Study on Final Four Impact,” George 
Mason University Media and Public Relations 14 Mar. 2008, 8 May 2010 <http://eagle.gmu.edu/newsroom/670/>. 
10 McDonald para. 9. 
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actually not anomalous, despite the fact that the premise of the Flutie Factor seemed “intuitively 
true.”11 
 Beginning around the time of Doug Flutie’s 48-yard touchdown pass on the day after 
Thanksgiving in 1984, and continuing until today, researchers have grappled with the problem of 
understanding the advertising effect that intercollegiate athletics have for American colleges and 
universities.  A number of studies have been published in a variety of economic journals over the 
last three decades, with a surge in the publishing of research as of late, probably due to the 
availability of new data.  Generally speaking, most of these studies examine the correlation 
between “athletic success” (quantified in a variety of ways) and a number of dependent 
variables, such as the quantity and quality of student applications, graduation rate, and alumni 
giving rate, as noted previously.  Although the researchers have not reached a consensus, a 
number of studies do exist–especially more recent studies–that support the conclusion that the 
advertising effect of intercollegiate athletics is real and significant, at least for certain sports and 
under certain conditions.  These studies will be reviewed in detail in the following section. 
 
Literature Review 
 As this paper presents and analyzes the previously published literature on the topic, it is 
important for the reader to keep in mind the purpose of studying the advertising effect.  While it 
would be nice to know, for instance, that a championship season in football would lead to a 25% 
increase in applications for undergraduate admission in the following year, this fact in and of 
itself would not allow the college or university to manipulate the number of applicants in any 
given year unless it could ensure that its football team were to win a national championship.  
Therefore, administrators who review these studies must take into account their ability to 
                                                 
11 Ibid. para. 8, 16. 
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influence a team’s success (via investment in facilities, recruiting, coaching changes, or any 
other means) in addition to considering the correlation itself.  Furthermore, this paper will 
attempt to study the relationship between the existence of major intercollegiate athletics at a 
given institution and its effect on the aforementioned dependent variables, as opposed to using 
the success of such programs as the independent variable.  It is perhaps more important to 
understand how the existence of intercollegiate athletic programs at an institution affects 
variables such as the quantity and quality of student applications, graduation rate, and alumni 
giving rate, because college administrators can actually control whether or not a specific athletic 
program exists (by making the simple decision to fund or cut the program); therefore, if a 
statistically significant relationship exists between the independent variable “existence of 
intercollegiate athletic programs” and the dependent variables, an administrator can actually 
make changes to the school’s athletic programs accordingly in order to achieve the desired result 
that is supported by the research. 
 One of the earliest and most widely cited studies that examines the relationship between 
athletics and academics is a 1987 study by Robert McCormick and Maurice Tinsley, both faculty 
members at Clemson University in South Carolina.12  The study, which analyzed data from over 
150 schools for the year 1971, attempted to empirically prove that the quality of a school’s 
student body (as measured by students’ SAT scores) was higher for schools that had “big-time” 
athletic programs (as defined by the school’s membership status in a major athletic conference) 
in comparison to those that did not have such programs.  McCormick and Tinsley did not take 
into account the relative success of an institution’s athletic programs; instead, they simply used a 
dummy variable to capture the effect of athletics.  That is, McCormick and Tinsley considered 
                                                 
12 Robert E. McCormick and Maurice Tinsley, “Athletics versus Academics? Evidence from SAT Scores,” Journal 
of Political Economy 95.5 (1987): 1103-1116.  
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only the effect of the existence of a major athletic program rather than the performance of such a 
team.  The study controlled for other variables that could possibly affect student quality, such as 
tuition, volumes in library, salary of professors, age of the school, the student to faculty ratio, 
total enrollment, and the size of the endowment, among others, and found a statistically 
significant relationship indicating that a school with a big-time athletic program could expect to 
see average SAT scores among the freshman class approximately 33 points higher in comparison 
to the scores at other schools.13  The authors note that “taken together, these results, in our 
minds, cast serious doubt on the question of athletics versus academics.  Instead, they suggest a 
different view, that is, athletics and academics.”14 
 Although the findings of the McCormick and Tinsley study are statistically significant, 
they do not tell the entire story.  Robert H. Frank, a professor of economics at the Johnson 
Graduate School of Management at Cornell University and a critic of the proposed link between 
athletic success and student quality, suggests that it is nearly impossible to gather data on every 
single factor that could affect an institution’s average SAT score.  As such, Frank claims, “the 
regression model [might have] wrongfully attribute[d] the influence of the omitted factors to 
athletic programs.”15  Furthermore, McCormick and Tinsley’s original study is a bit weak in that 
it looks at data for only one year and does not consider whether or not changes in the success of 
schools’ athletic programs would have any effect on SAT scores.  Therefore, McCormick and 
Tinsley constructed a second model which allowed them to compare schools’ athletic success 
over the thirteen year period from 1971 to 1984, as measured by win-loss percentage, to the 
change in entering freshmen SAT scores between 1981 and 1984.  According to a summary of 
                                                 
13 Robert H. Frank, “Challenging the Myth: A Review of the Links Among College Athletic Success, Student 
Quality, and Donations,” May 2004: 16, 8 May 2010 <http://www.readthehook.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/ 
2009/03/2004_kcia_frank_report.pdf>. 
14 McCormick and Tinsley 1107. 
15 Frank 16. 
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this second model, although the estimate of the effect of athletic success on change in SAT 
scores was positive, the coefficient was not statistically significantly different than zero.16 
 Nevertheless, a number of more recent studies have substantiated the claim that the 
success of big-time athletic teams can and indeed does have an effect on the quality of incoming 
students.  For example, in their respective studies, Toma and Cross,17 Tucker,18 Pope and Pope,19 
Smith,20 and McEvoy21 have all conducted studies that empirically supported claims that athletic 
success has a positive impact on either quantity of applications received or the quality of the 
incoming freshman class at any given institution.22  It is important to note, however, that the 
studies considered a variety of different variables in their respective models. 
 For instance, Tucker’s 2005 study examines just the advertising effect of football success.  
His model compares incoming freshmen SAT scores to football success, using three independent 
variables – winning percentage, final AP poll ranking, and postseason bowl appearances – to 
measure such success.  Tucker prefaces the results of his study by explaining the history of the 
college football postseason.  He explains that a postseason college football bowl alliance was 
created in 1995, which would allow for most major football conferences and Notre Dame to 
rotate in playing in the Fiesta, Orange, and Sugar Bowls.  Additionally, in 1998, the Bowl 
Championship Series (BCS) was formed.  As Tucker notes, “a principal objective of these 
                                                 
16 Ibid. 
17 J. Douglas Toma and Michael E. Cross, “Intercollegiate Athletics and Student College Choice: Exploring the 
Impact of Championship Seasons on Undergraduate Applications,” Research in Higher Education 39.6 (1998): 633-
661. 
18 Irvin B. Tucker, “Big-Time Pigskin Success: Is There an Advertising Effect,” Journal of Sports Economics 6.2 
(2005): 222-229. 
19 Devin G. Pope and Jaren C. Pope, “The Impact of College Sports Success on the Quantity and Quality of Student 
Applications,” 30 Jan. 2008, 8 May 2010 <http://opimweb.wharton.upenn.edu/documents/research/ 
Final_SEJ_Paper.pdf>. 
20 Smith 387-406. 
21 Chad McEvoy, “The Relationship between Dramatic Changes in Team Performance and Undergraduate 
Admissions Applications,” The SMART Journal 2.1 (2005): 17-24; Dodd 1A. 
22 For the institutions whose quality of incoming students increased, this increase in quality was attributed to the fact 
that a greater quantity of applications naturally allows the school to admit higher quality students. 
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changes was to generate a promotional boost for big-time college football.”23  Consequently, one 
would expect the advertising effect of college football in relation to the quality of undergraduate 
applicants to be more pronounced following the changes that occurred in 1995 and 1998.  The 
purpose of Tucker’s 2005 study is to prove that this change did indeed take place.  Tucker found 
that the coefficients for three different variables he used to measure football success are all 
insignificant for the five year period prior to 1990 and 1991, whereas each variable is positive 
and significant when using data for the five year period from 1996 to 2001.  This result supports 
the theory that the introduction of the bowl alliance and the BCS has intensified the advertising 
effect of college football. 
 A 2008 study published in the Journal of Sports Economics suggests that there is also a 
relationship between men’s basketball success and freshmen SAT scores, although this 
relationship is much more difficult to achieve.24  Researcher D. Randall Smith also used a variety 
of variables to measure basketball success in his model, including winning percentage, whether 
or not the team played in the NCAA postseason tournament, whether or not the team reached the 
Final Four of the tournament, and finally, whether or not the team experienced a so-called 
“breakout” season.  Smith defines a breakout season as a season during which any of the 
following three criteria are met: “having a winning season for the first time in 13 or more years; 
making it to the NCAA tournament for the first time in 13 or more years; or, reaching the Final 
Four of the tournament for the first time in 13 or more years.”25  Smith found that only the 
coefficient of the “breakout season” variable is significant, alluding to the fact that media 
coverage plays a key role in ensuring the significance of the advertising effect and thereby 
                                                 
23 Tucker (2005) 223. 
24 Smith 387. 
25 Ibid. 393. 
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supporting Tucker’s claim.  One would assume that a men’s basketball team receives the greatest 
amount of media coverage when it experiences a breakout season. 
 A number of the previously mentioned studies do not directly measure the relationship 
between athletic success and freshman SAT scores or student “quality.”  Instead, these studies 
focus on the correlation between athletic success and the quantity of applications received.  
While an increase in applications from one year to the next does not inherently benefit a college 
or university (other than in terms of marginal revenue collected from application fees), a jump in 
applications can give rise to a number of other benefits.  One such benefit is that, with a higher 
number of applications, a college or university can more easily increase enrollment, thereby 
generating additional revenue.  Conversely, if an institution operates under a fixed enrollment 
assumption, the argument in favor of additional applications is that with a larger applicant pool, 
the school will have access to a greater number of talented students and thus will be able to 
increase the quality of its freshman class by admitting a greater number of these talented 
individuals.  Finally, a third benefit of a larger application pool is that the institution is forced to 
become more selective in its admissions decisions, which may amplify the school’s perceived 
prestige. 
 The two McEvoy studies, along with the Toma & Cross study, all found that statistically 
significant increases in applications for undergraduate admission occurred as a result of a prior 
year’s athletic success.  Interestingly, all three studies measured athletic success in a different 
way.  One study defined athletic success as elite individual athletic performance,26 while another 
defined the term as experiencing a championship season,27 and a third used the simple measure 
                                                 
26 McEvoy (2006) para. 6. 
27 Toma and Cross 635. 
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of football winning percentage to judge athletic success.28  Although all three produced 
significant results, the two studies that used a more extreme situation as the independent variable 
(elite individual performance or a championship season) showed a 6.59% and 7 to 20% jump in 
applications received, respectively, following the major athletic event.29,30  In contrast, in the 
study that used football winning percentage as the independent variable, the coefficient 
describing the surge in applications following a season during which a team’s winning 
percentage increased by at least 25% is slightly lower (6.11%).31  The difference in results 
between the first two studies and the third study is important to point out, as it supports the 
implication that athletic events which draw more media attention–such as elite individual 
performance or a championship season–result in a more pronounced display of the advertising 
effect when compared to those athletic events which draw relatively less media attention (i.e. 
simply having a winning season). 
 There are a number of other important ways in which athletics affect universities that are 
discussed throughout the literature on the topic.  For example, a number of studies suggest that 
there may be a link between athletic success and statistics such as graduation rate and alumni 
giving.  One study finds a statistically significant correlation between athletic success and these 
two dependent variables,32 but again, this conjecture is not a matter on which there exists a 
consensus.  Furthermore, a number of studies note that the effects of athletic success on 
dependent variables such as the quantity or quality of student applications may differ based on 
the degree of selectivity of the school, whether the school is public or private, and whether the 
                                                 
28 McEvoy (2005) 19. 
29 McEvoy (2006) para. 1. 
30 Toma and Cross 639. 
31 McEvoy (2005) 24. 
32 Irvin B. Tucker, “A reexamination of the effect of big-time football and basketball success on graduation rates and 
alumni giving rates,” Economics of Education Review 23 (2004): 655. 
  15 
applicant is male or female.33,34  These are factors that will not be addressed in this paper due to 
their complexity and due to the limited scope of this study, although they do raise interesting 
questions for future research. 
 Even if one were to establish with certainty the correlation between athletic success and 
the quantity or quality increase in applications, one would then have to face the hurdle of how to 
stimulate the type of success necessary to yield the desired results.  Unfortunately, literature on 
this topic suggests that achieving success is not as simple as infusing additional capital into a 
specific athletic program.  In a 2009 study on the empirical effects of collegiate athletics 
commissioned by the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and conducted by 
economic consultants Jonathan Orszag and Mark Israel, researchers acknowledge the 
significance of the hypothesis that increased operating expenditures on football are associated 
with increases in winning percentage.35  However, they find a lack of support for the hypothesis 
stating that increased operating expenditures on sports are associated with changes in measurable 
academic quality.  Therefore, it seems that any increase in sports success that a college is able to 
achieve through increased spending is too insignificant to translate into a change in the 
measurable academic quality of the institution’s incoming freshman class. 
 
Hypotheses: Athletics Detract from Academic Prestige, but Increase Institutional Visibility 
and Attractiveness among Prospective Students 
 As noted previously, the underlying importance of understanding the relationship 
between athletic success and the quantity and quality of student applications is that if school 
                                                 
33 McEvoy (2005) 22. 
34 Pope and Pope 18, 20-21. 
35 Jonathan Orszag and Mark Israel, “The Empirical Effects of Collegiate Athletics: An Update Based on 2004-2007 
Data,” Feb. 2009, Compass Lexicon, 8 May 2010. 
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administrators understand the link between the two variables, then they will be able to make 
more informed decisions surrounding the school’s athletic programs so as to maximize the effect 
with regard to attracting the top students.  Existing literature provides substantial information 
about how athletic success affects application quantity and quality in future years, but it does 
surprisingly little to address the question of what might happen to the quantity of applications 
and the quality of incoming students if a school were to dispose of its athletic programs entirely.  
This effect is quite possibly more important to understand for two reasons.  First, during times of 
economic downturn (as is the condition as this paper is being written in 2010), a school that is 
forced to make budget cuts may begin defunding its athletic programs; therefore, it is vital to 
understand the effect this might have (if any) on applications in the future.  Secondly, as 
discussed previously, administrators would have more power to affect change if they were able 
to understand the relationship between the existence of a specific athletic program and the 
dependent variables, rather than understanding the relationship between the success of such a 
program and the dependent variables, because even though school officials cannot necessarily 
control whether or not an athletic program is successful, they can control whether or not the 
program exists.  Therefore, this paper will attempt to identify the consequences a school might 
encounter should it choose to abolish its major athletic programs. 
 The first question this study will address is how the academic prestige of an institution 
might be affected if it were to terminate its participation in major intercollegiate athletic 
programs.  As McCormick and Tinsley point out in their study, “athletics represents the worst 
side of academia” to many people.36  Therefore, even though research has shown that schools 
realize a number of benefits from fielding successful athletic programs, it is certainly possible 
that an institution could actually increase its “academic prestige” by eliminating such programs. 
                                                 
36 McCormick and Tinsley 1103. 
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 Because so many high school students and their parents place such great emphasis on 
college rankings–such as those published annually by U.S. News and World Report–when 
making their college decisions, this study will attempt to define the effect that abolishing a 
university’s athletic programs might have on academic prestige as measured by the U.S. News 
and World Report annual ranking.  Specifically, this paper will look at the “peer assessment” 
component of the rankings, which comprises 25% of a school’s overall ranking and carries the 
most weight of all factors considered in determining the school’s overall score.37  The peer 
assessment score is determined by “surveying presidents, provosts, and deans of admissions (or 
equivalent positions) at institutions in the school's category.” 38 Notably, peer assessment is the 
only factor through which subjectivity enters the rankings.  If McCormick and Tinsley’s 
suggestion that athletics undermine academics is valid, then this inverse relationship might 
present itself in the U.S. News peer assessment scores.  In other words, if such a relationship 
exists, one would expect peer assessment scores to be higher for schools without major athletic 
programs and lower for schools with major athletic programs, all else equal.  Therefore: 
Hypothesis 1: The institutional academic prestige as measured by the peer assessment score 
for the U.S. News and World Report’s ranking of America’s Best Colleges will be lower for 
schools with big-time athletic programs in comparison to schools without such programs, 
controlling for other factors that determine an institution’s ranking.  For the purpose of the 
entire research study, “big-time athletic programs” will be defined as either varsity men’s 
football programs that compete within the NCAA’s Division I Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) 
or varsity men’s basketball programs that compete within the NCAA’s Division I. 
                                                 
37 Robert Morse, “Methodology: Undergraduate Ranking Criteria and Weights,” U.S. News & World Report 19 
Aug. 2009, 8 May 2010 <http://www.usnews.com/articles/education/best-colleges/2009/08/19/ 
methodology-undergraduate-ranking-criteria-and-weights.html>. 
38 Ibid. para. 14. 
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 The next question this paper will address is how an institution’s visibility among 
prospective students would be affected if the school’s big-time intercollegiate athletic programs 
were terminated.  That is, will a school’s applications either (1) decrease or (2) increase at a rate 
that is less than the “expected” rate of increase in the years following the termination of a 
college’s intercollegiate athletic programs?  The hypothesis to be tested is: Hypothesis 2: An 
institution that eliminates its intercollegiate athletic programs will experience either a 
decrease in applications, or an increase in applications that is lower than its expected rate 
of increase.   
 Interestingly, if both hypotheses are shown to be true, then they will offset one another to 
a certain degree.  The first hypothesis, if correct, would imply that cutting a school’s athletic 
programs causes the school’s overall score in the U.S. News rankings to increase, whereas the 
second hypothesis, if correct, would imply that cutting a school’s athletic programs causes the 
school’s overall score in the U.S. News Rankings to decrease, due to the fact that admissions 
selectivity is one of the criteria that affects a school’s ranking. 
 The final hypothesis that this study intends to test relates to the actual decision-making 
process of accepted students.  The advertising effect of college sports relates to a school’s ability 
to attract applicants based on athletic success, but very little research has been done on whether 
or not athletics have played a role in converting accepted students into matriculates–a measure 
that those in the world of higher education refer to as “yield.”  This particular study will focus on 
the extent to which the existence of major sports programs play a factor in the decisions of 
prospective students to matriculate at one college over another.  Therefore, the hypothesis that 
this study intends to test is the following: Hypothesis 3: A university’s yield would fall below 
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its expected level if the university were to announce the termination of its intercollegiate 
athletic programs in the same year. 
 
Methodology and Results: Hypothesis 1 
Methodology 
 In order to test the hypothesis that institutions with big-time athletic programs have peer 
assessment scores that are statistically different than those of institutions without such athletic 
programs (all else equal), complete rankings data for the top fifty ranked universities from the 
past five years was gathered.  Data was taken from the annually released “America’s Best 
Colleges” issue for each of the years 2006 through 2010.  It was determined that five years was a 
sufficient historical period for analysis given the fact that there has been “a fair amount of 
consistency” in the rankings over the past approximately twenty years, according to the 
magazine’s director of data research, Robert Morse.39  Morse himself acknowledges the fact that 
“it wouldn’t make too much sense if [the rankings] changed too much every year,” because the 
overall objective of the rankings is to “establish benchmarks” that will allow readers to “rely on 
the integrity of the survey.”40  Additionally, with specific reference to the peer assessment 
component of the rankings, many schools agree that “decades-old impressions” tend to dictate 
the way in which school administrators evaluate their peer institutions, locking those schools 
“into the same relative space on the list.”41  Furthermore, one could rationally assume that any 
year-to-year variation in overall rankings is even smaller among top fifty schools, as these 
universities are generally more established in terms of their academic programs, reputations 
                                                 
39 Elizabeth F. Farrell and Martin van der Werf, “Playing the Rankings Game,” Chronicle of Higher Education 25 
May 2007, 8 May 2010 <http://chronicle.com/article/Playing-the-Rankings-Game/4451>. 
40 Ibid. para. 49. 
41 Julie Rawe, “The College Rankings Revolt,” Time 21 March 2007, 8 May 2010 <http://www.time.com/time/ 
nation/article/0,8599,1601485,00.html>. 
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among students and peers, and financial resource.  Consequently, the likelihood that one 
established school can change or improve enough to surpass another established institution is 
small. 
 U.S. News considers seven criteria in ranking national universities: peer assessment 
(which accounts for 25% of the overall score), faculty resources (20%), graduation and retention 
rates (20%), student selectivity (15%), financial resources (10%), alumni giving (5%), and 
graduation rate performance (5%).42  Within many of these categories, there are a number of 
“subfactors” that affect the rankings.  For example, in calculating the overall student selectivity 
score, acceptance rate, high school class rank, and standardized test scores are all considered.  
See Appendix A on page 54 for a complete methodology chart.  For the purposes of this research 
study, the peer assessment score will be the focus of the analysis. 
   After collecting complete ranking data for the past five years, it was necessary to 
develop a method that would control for the other variables that might affect the peer assessment 
score so as to properly understand the relationship between the existence of athletic programs 
and peer assessment scores.  For example, it is expected that schools such as Boston College or 
the Georgia Institute of Technology (with average rankings of 36th and 38th, respectively, over 
the five year period) will have lower peer assessment scores than schools like MIT or the 
University of Chicago (ranked, on average, 7th and 10th, respectively).  Nevertheless, it would not 
be correct to attribute this difference in peer assessment scores to the fact that BC and Georgia 
Tech have big-time athletic programs whereas MIT and Chicago do not.  More likely, this 
difference in peer assessment scores is due to the fact that schools like Chicago and MIT are 
higher-ranked, in part, because they generally are more selective, have higher graduation and 
retention rates, and possess better financial resources than their lower-ranked counterparts, 
                                                 
42 Morse para. 1. 
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therefore appearing “better” in the eyes of their peer assessors and thus receiving higher peer 
assessment scores. 
 Given this multicollinearity between peer assessment scores and other ranking criteria, it 
was deemed necessary to recalculate the rankings so as to compute a new overall score for each 
school that would take into account each of the factors that U.S. News used in its original 
formula except the peer assessment score.  By doing this, one would be able to see how schools 
would be ranked if peer assessment scores were not a factor, effectively eliminating 
multicollinearity.  The most logical way to reconstruct the rankings, it seemed, would be to 
assign each school a score of up to 100% for each of the U.S. News ranking criteria excluding 
peer assessment (student selectivity, faculty resources, graduation/retention rates, financial 
resources, alumni giving, and graduation rate performance), multiply the score for each factor by 
its respective weight as outlined in the U.S. News formula, and sum these products.  The 
maximum total score for a school would be 75%, representing the total weight of all the rankings 
factors excluding the peer assessment score (which counts for 25% of the overall score).  The 
issue that arises with this method is that U.S. News provides only rankings for each of the six 
factors (for example, Harvard ranks first in terms of its graduation/retention rates and faculty 
resources, second in terms of selectivity, etc.).  This is problematic because it is impossible to 
gauge the distance between the rankings—for example, the difference between the endowment 
dollars per student (which factors into the “financial resources” rank) of Harvard and the 
University of Chicago was more than $2.5 million in 2009, whereas the difference between the 
endowments of Vanderbilt and Cornell was a mere $132,000, even though the difference in the 
rankings for each pair of schools is the same (two spots).  See the table on the next page for a 
summary of this discrepancy. 
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2009 
Endowment 
($000s) 
Total 
undergraduates 
Endowment 
dollars per 
student ($000s) 
2010 Financial 
Resources Ranking 
(based on '09 data) 
Harvard         25,662,055                 7,181                  3,574  6 
Chicago           5,094,087                 5,027                  1,013  8 
Difference  $     20,567,968    $             2,560  2 
     
Vanderbilt           2,833,614                 6,794                    417  15 
Cornell           3,966,041                13,931                    285  17 
Difference  $       1,132,427    $                132  2 
     
Sources: National Association of College and University Business Officers43 (endowment data); harvard.edu, uchicago.edu, 
vanderbilt.edu, cornell.edu (undergraduate enrollment data) 
 
With only ranking data available for each category, it was found to be impossible to accurately 
reconstruct the rankings given this issue of distance between category rankings and how it 
affected institutions’ overall scores.  Therefore, this “bottom-up” approach to reconstructing the 
rankings was deemed unfeasible. 
 In a reattempt to analyze the data, a second “top-down” method was developed in which 
the effect of the peer assessment factor was essentially removed from the “overall score.”  In 
order to calculate the new score, it was necessary to create an equation that described the 
relationship between the independent variable (the peer assessment score) and the dependent 
variable (the peer assessment score’s contribution to the overall score).  To do this, it was 
necessary to make assumptions regarding how U.S. News translated the peer assessment scores 
into values that contributed to the overall score, as this exact process was not described in the 
“Methodology” section of the periodical’s annual “Best Colleges” report.  Since the peer 
assessment scale ranges from 5.0 (“distinguished”) to 1.0 (“marginal”), it was assumed that a 
                                                 
43 “U.S. and Canadian Institutions Listed by Fiscal Year 2009 Endowment Market Value and Percentage Change in 
Endowment Market Value from FY2008 to FY2009,” Feb. 2010, National Association of College and University 
Business Officers and Commonfund Institute, 8 May 2010 <http://www.nacubo.org/Documents/ 
research/2009_NCSE_Public_Tables_Endowment_Market_Values.pdf>. 
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school with a perfect score of 5.0 would receive all of the possible 25 percentage points allocated 
to the peer assessment factor, whereas by the same logic, a school with a score of 1.0 would 
receive zero of the possible 25 percentage points.  It was further assumed that the total points 
received would decrease linearly.  However, an examination of the rankings from 2006 to 2010 
indicated that in each of these five years, the top ranked school had a total overall score of 100 
and a peer assessment score of 4.9, implying that an institution receiving a peer assessment score 
of 4.9 would receive all 25 of the possible 25 percentage points for that factor.  Therefore, the 
equation between the endpoints (4.9, 25) and (1.0, 0) was found to be y = 6.410x – 6.410, where 
“y” represents the peer assessment score’s contribution to the overall score (in percentage points) 
and “x” represents the institution’s average peer assessment score.  Given this equation, each 
institution’s new score was calculated by simply substituting its peer assessment score for “x” 
and subtracting the output “y” from the institution’s original score.  Therefore, the new overall 
score produced by this method reflected the input of all rankings factors except peer assessment.   
 As mentioned, the maximum score that a school could attain after removal of the peer 
assessment factor was 75%, reflective of the sum of the weightings of each rankings factor 
besides peer assessment.  Therefore, in order to compare the original overall score (maximum 
value of 100) that includes the peer assessment component to the newly computed score 
(maximum value of 75) that excludes the peer assessment score, each school’s original overall 
score was scaled down by a factor of 0.75.  At this point, it was possible to compare the two 
scores.  If the two scores were the same, one can conclude that the peer assessment score was 
exactly what it should have been given the institution’s ratings with regards to the other factors.  
In other words, the addition of the peer assessment score to the overall rankings formula had no 
affect on the institution’s overall score in this instance.  In the case that the institution’s newly 
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calculated score was lower than the scaled original score, one can conclude that the peer 
assessment score was higher than expected given the institution’s ratings for other factors.44 
Conversely, in the case that an institution’s newly calculated score was higher than its scaled 
original score, one can conclude that the peer assessment score was lower than expected given 
the institution’s ratings for other factors. 
 For the period from 2006 to 2010, the mean overall scores and mean peer assessment 
scores were calculated for each of the fifty three institutions that appeared in the top fifty 
rankings at least once during the five year period.  Using the methodology described above, the 
new overall scores were calculated by removing the effect of the mean peer assessment scores on 
each institution’s mean overall score, and the mean overall scores were then scaled down for the 
sake of comparability.  Then, the differences between the two scores were calculated by 
subtracting the scaled original scores from the recalculated scores, yielding the mean difference 
produced by the peer assessment score over the five year period.  A positive difference indicated 
a lower-than-expected peer assessment score, while a negative difference indicated a higher-
than-expected peer assessment score. 
 Finally, eight categories were identified to be used as bases of comparison.  Each 
category was selected based on the hypothesis that the mean difference for all institutions falling 
into such a category would be significantly different than the mean difference for all institutions 
not falling into such a category.  For example, the first category, “Football (Division I FBS),” 
was created based on the hypothesis that schools with a football program that competes in the 
Division I Football Bowl Subdivision–the highest level of varsity intercollegiate football–would 
have a mean difference that is statistically different than the mean difference of schools that do 
                                                 
44 Because the peer assessment score is subtracted from the original score, a higher-than-expected peer assessment 
score leads to a lower-than-expected new score. 
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not fall into this category.45  Recall that a “difference in mean differences” really refers to a 
difference in mean peer assessment scores between the two groups.  The complete list of 
categories is as follows: 
1. Football (Division I FBS): schools with varsity football teams that compete in the 
Division I Football Bowl Subdivision were included in this category; 
2. Basketball (Division I): schools with varsity basketball teams that compete in 
Division I were included in this category; 
3. Major Conference: schools whose football or basketball teams are members of 
one of the six major NCAA Division I athletic conferences (Atlantic Coast, Big 
East, Big Ten, Big 12, Pacific-10, and Southeastern Conferences) were included 
in this category; 
4. Public: public (non-private) schools were included in this category; 
5. Public + Football: schools that were included in both Category 1 and Category 4 
were included in this category; 
6. Private + Football: schools that were included in Category 1 but not included in 
Category 4 were included in this category; 
7. Public + Major Conference: schools that were included in both Category 3 and 
Category 4 were included in this category; 
8. Private + Major Conference: schools that were included in Category 3 but not 
included in Category 4 were included in this category. 
                                                 
45  According to the original hypothesis, the mean difference for the Division I FBS schools should be both positive 
and higher than that of non D-I FBS schools, indicating that the schools with major football teams would have 
lower-than-expected peer assessment scores that are lower than the scores of the rest of the group. 
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Information specifying each school’s football and basketball classification and conference 
membership was extracted from the NCAA’s website (ncaa.com/schools).  Information defining 
each institution as “public” or “private” was printed in U.S. News.46 
 The rationale for including both basketball and football as categories was so that the 
researcher could determine whether or not these factors affected academic prestige (as measured 
by U.S. News peer assessment scores) differently, as college football generally receives more 
media attention and fan support than college basketball.  The rationale for further including 
“major conference” as a category was to ascertain how membership in a major conference (and 
the media coverage that accompanies such membership) might affect schools with only one of 
the two major sports, but not both (such as Georgetown, which has only D-I basketball); 
conversely, the “major conference” category allowed the researcher to examine how schools 
with D-I FBS football teams that did not belong to a major conference (such as Rice) fared with 
regard to the peer assessment rankings. 
 A two-tailed independent samples T test was used to test the null hypothesis, which 
stated that the mean difference for all schools included in a given category was equal to the mean 
difference for all schools excluded from the same category.  Eight T tests were conducted, and 
the results of each test are explained in detail in the following section. 
Results 
 The statistical output of each of the T tests can be viewed in Appendix B on page 55 of 
this document.  Of the eight tests conducted, seven produced statistically significant results at a 
0.05 level of significance (α = 0.05).  Four of the seven tests that produced significant results at 
the 0.05 level also produced results that were significant at the 0.01 level (α = 0.01).  Recall the 
basic decision rule in interpreting the results of statistical testing, that the null hypothesis should 
                                                 
46 “Best National Universities,” U.S. News and World Report: America’s Best Colleges 2010 ed.: 88. 
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be rejected when the p-value (the probability that a test statistic “as extreme as, or more extreme 
than” the one actually produced by the test could be observed given the null hypothesis)47 is less 
than alpha.  Recall furthermore that the alpha value for each test is defined as the probability of a 
Type-I error–that is, rejecting the null hypothesis when the null is indeed true.  In this scenario, a 
Type-I error would translate as believing that the mean differences between the two groups being 
compared are significantly different when in fact they are not. 
 A summary of the results for each of the tests conducted is given below.  Each table 
includes the mean of the differences for each category (“1” corresponds to all schools that fall 
within the given category and “0” corresponds to all schools that do not).  Also included is the 
statistical significance (p-value) for each test.   
Category 1: Football (D-I FBS)  Category 4: Public 
  Mean    Mean 
Mean Difference 0 -0.388  Mean Difference 0 -0.051 
 1 -1.747   1 -3.021 
Significance (p-value) 0.005  Significance (p-value) 0.000 
       
       
Category 2: Basketball (D-I)  Category 5: Public + Football 
  Mean    Mean 
Mean Difference 0 -0.569  Mean Difference 0 -0.283 
 1 -1.192   1 -3.467 
Significance (p-value) 0.246  Significance (p-value) 0.000 
       
       
Category 3: Major Conference  Category 6: Private + Football 
  Mean    Mean 
Mean Difference 0 -0.360  Mean Difference 0 -1.289 
 1 -1.843   1 -0.029 
Significance (p-value) 0.002  Significance (p-value) 0.030 
       
 
 
 
 
       
                                                 
47 “P-value – Dictionary definition of P-value,” About.com: Economics 8 May 2010 <http://economics.about.com/ 
od/termsbeginningwithp/g/pvaluedef.htm>. 
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Category 7: Public + Major Conference  Category 8: Private + Major Conference 
  Mean    Mean 
Mean Difference 0 -0.283  Mean Difference 0 -1.245 
 1 -3.466   1 -0.072 
Significance (p-value) 0.000  Significance (p-value) 0.050 
 
As the statistics in the tables indicate, the only category that was not statistically significant was 
basketball.  According to the test results, schools with Division I basketball teams did not have 
peer assessment scores that were statistically different than the peer assessment scores for 
schools without Division I basketball teams, all else equal.  The lack of a significant relationship 
between the two variables in this test might be due to the fact that basketball generally receives 
less media attention and fan support than football, as mentioned previously in this paper; 
consequently, the existence of a basketball team at a university does not muddy the school’s 
image, nor does it cause the institution to be labeled as a “sports school” among leaders in higher 
education, suggesting that any effects on an institution’s peer assessment score resulting from the 
existence of a basketball team at that institution would be negligible.  A closer examination of 
the data also reveals that 37 of the 53 schools observed competed in Division I basketball, 
including schools such as all eight of the highly-regarded Ivy League institutions.  Therefore, it 
seems as if basketball is not a differentiating factor with regards to perception of prestige among 
institutions of higher education, and it comes as no surprise that this categorization produces a 
statistically insignificant result. 
 The two other categories that are reflective of an institution having big-time athletic 
programs are Category 1 (D-I FBS football) and Category 3 (major conference membership).  
Each of these tests produced results that were statistically significant at the 0.01 significance 
level (p-valueCategory 1 = 0.005, p-valueCategory 3 = 0.002).  The test reveals that, on average, 
schools that support a Division I FBS football program or are members of a major NCAA 
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athletic conference have peer assessment scores that are significantly different than those of the 
schools that do not fall into these categories.  Nevertheless, contrary to what the original 
hypothesis suggested, the mean differences (calculated as “new score excluding peer 
assessment” minus “original score including peer assessment”) for schools with football 
programs or schools that belong to a major conference are lower than the mean differences for all 
other schools (meanfootball = -1.747 < meanno football =  -0.388; meanMC = -1.843 < meanno MC = -
0.346), revealing that, on average, the peer assessment scores for schools with football programs 
or schools that belong to a major conference are higher than the peer assessment scores for all 
other schools (having controlled for all other factors). 
 Upon further examination of the data, this logical discrepancy can be explained by the 
enormous dichotomy between the peer assessment scores for public schools and private schools, 
as illustrated by the results of the T test for Category 4.  The test produced a p-value of 0.000, 
numerically the strongest possible indicator of statistical significance.  By interpreting the results 
in the same way as was done in the preceding paragraph, one can see that the difference between 
expected peer assessment scores and actual peer assessment scores is, on average, greater for 
public schools than it is for private schools ( -3.021 vs. -0.051, respectively).  Furthermore, the 
negative mean calculated for the public schools indicates that the actual peer assessment scores 
for public schools are greater than expected and also greater than the peer assessment scores of 
private schools.   
 In light of the observed difference in peer assessment scores between public and private 
schools, Categories 5, 6, 7, and 8 were created, in which public schools with football teams, 
private schools with football teams, public schools in a major conference, and private schools in 
a major conference, respectively, were compared against all other institutions in the sample.  The 
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T tests conducted produced statistically significant results for each of the four categories.  The 
results from Categories 6 and 8 most closely reflect the original hypothesis, which stated that 
peer assessment scores would be lower for schools with big-time athletic programs in 
comparison to schools without such programs.  The mean differences for the private schools with 
football teams or private schools in major conferences are greater than the mean differences of 
all other schools, indicating that the peer assessment scores for these private schools that have 
football teams or are members of major conferences are lower that the scores of all other schools.  
For this reason, these two tests support the original hypothesis. 
 One concern with the results of these tests is that they remain somewhat tainted because 
of the difference in peer assessment scores between public and private schools.  In the test 
conducted for Category 6, for example, private schools with football teams were being compared 
not only against private schools without football teams, but also against all public schools.  The 
same was true for the private schools in major athletic conferences for Category 8.  It is quite 
likely that the reason that the private schools tested have lower peer assessment scores than the 
rest of the sample is due to the influence of the public schools’ higher peer assessment scores on 
the remainder of the sample.  Therefore, it was determined to be impossible to establish a cause-
and-effect relationship between the two variables based on the tests conducted. 
 In an attempt to control for the difference between peer assessment scores for private and 
public schools, two additional tests were conducted.  The first test considered only private 
schools and compared institutions with Division I FBS football programs to those without, while 
the second test made the same comparison among public schools only.  The decision to compare 
schools on the basis of whether or not they have football programs instead of whether or not they 
are members of a major NCAA conference was based on the fact that the results for the tests for 
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Categories 5 and 6, which considered football, were more significant than the results for the tests 
for Categories 7 and 8, which considered membership in a major conference as a differentiating 
factor. A summary of the results of the two independent samples, two-tailed T tests are given 
below.  The complete results of the tests can also be found in Appendix B. 
Additional Test 1: Private Schools Only 
Football vs. Non-football  
Additional Test 2: Public Schools Only 
Football vs. Non-football 
  Mean    Mean 
Mean Difference 0 -0.062  Mean Difference 0 -1.951 
 1 -0.029   1 -3.466 
Significance (p-value) 0.933  Significance (p-value) 0.005 
 
The results of the two additional tests effectively serve to completely discredit the original 
hypothesis.  The result of the first test, which compared private schools with football teams to 
private schools without football teams, was not at all significant.  For this test, the mean 
difference between original overall scores and recalculated scores was lower for schools without 
football teams as compared to schools with football teams, indicating that, on average, private 
schools without football teams had higher peer assessment scores than those with football teams, 
thereby supporting the original hypothesis.  However, as noted, the difference between these 
means had no statistical significance.  For the test comparing football and non-football public 
schools, the result was statistically significant, but the results revealed that public schools with 
football teams actually had higher peer assessment scores than public schools without such 
teams, thereby contradicting the original hypothesis. 
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Methodology and Results: Hypotheses 2 and 3 
Selecting a method 
 Two distinct methods were considered in order to test Hypotheses 2 and 3, which 
considered how a university’s application numbers and yield might be affected if the university 
were to eliminate its intercollegiate athletic programs.  The challenge in attempting to answer 
these “what would happen if…” questions exists because answering such questions involves 
predicting the results of hypothetical scenarios.  Although anticipating the outcomes of such 
hypothetical situations is certainly an imperfect science, one of two methods is generally used.  
The first method involves the historical examination of comparable scenarios and analysis of the 
ensuing effects in an attempt to generalize outcomes and apply such generalizations to the future.  
This method was considered, but ultimately rejected, in the execution of this research study.  
Although institutions such as Boston University, Northeastern University, and Hofstra University 
each eliminated their football program in the past, it was determined that the effects of such cuts 
could not be generalized and applied to institutions with “big-time” athletic programs–the type of 
institutions that are the focus of this study–because the programs that were eliminated at each of 
these schools are not part of the NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision and thus do not qualify as 
“big-time” programs as defined earlier in this report.  Attendance for the games in which these 
teams played had been low prior to their elimination, apparently reflecting the programs’ low 
level of importance to students.48 For this reason, analysis of such historical cases would be 
irrelevant to this study. 
                                                 
48 Gerry Callahan, “Death Bu Not Proud,” SportsIllustrated.com 17 November 1997, 8 May 2010 < http:// 
sportsillustrated.cnn.com/vault/article/magazine/MAG1011495/index.htm>; Andrew Ryan, “Northeastern calls an 
end to football,” Boston Globe 23 Nov. 2009, 8 May 2010 <http://www.boston.com/sports/colleges/football/ 
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 A second method which was determined to be better suited to predict the outcomes of the 
previously described hypothetical scenarios was a student survey.  Because the changes 
described in Hypotheses 2 and 3 are a direct result of human decision and nothing else (i.e. given 
the hypothetical situation, students decide to apply to an institution or not, or matriculate at an 
institution or not, directly affecting that institution’s application numbers and yield, 
respectively), a survey of individuals’ decisions can be an effective way of predicting such future 
results.  Therefore, a survey was created that was utilized to both directly and indirectly gauge 
students’ opinions regarding the effect of the existence of Division I athletic programs at a given 
university on their decisions to apply to and enroll at that university. 
Participants 
 Two surveys were conducted, one at Boston College and one at the University of Notre 
Dame.  Boston College and Notre Dame were selected because their similarities made them a 
natural pair for comparison; both are mid-sized, private, Catholic institutions that, according to 
data supplied by the Boston College Office of Admissions, have much overlap in their 
admissions pools.  Furthermore (and perhaps more importantly), students at both schools seem to 
value the role of athletics as part of the college experience, reflected by each school’s ranking in 
the top ten on The Princeton Review’s “Students Pack the Stadiums” list, a measure of the 
popularity of intercollegiate sports at each institution.49 
 Participants at each school were invited via email to complete the on-line survey.  In 
order to reduce bias, students were not informed of the specific topic of the research study, that 
is, to gauge their attitudes towards intercollegiate athletics to the extent that the existence of big-
                                                                                                                                                             
articles/2009/11/23/northeastern_calls_an_end_to_football/>; “Hofstra drops football after 69 seasons,” ESPN.com 
3 Dec. 2009, 8 May 2010 < http://sports.espn.go.com/ ncf/news/story?id=4709412>. 
49 “Extracurriculars: Students Pack the Stadiums,” The Princeton Review 8 May 2010 
<http://www.princetonreview.com/Schoollist.aspx?type=r&id=752>. 
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time programs affected their decisions to apply or enroll at a certain school.  Instead, students 
were simply told that the purpose of the study was to “get a better idea of the factors that led 
[them] to choose Boston College or Notre Dame.” 
 A total of 22 of the approximately 30 students invited to take the survey at Notre Dame 
and 173 of the approximately 325 students invited to take the survey at Boston College 
completed it, yielding an overall response rate of approximately 55%.  In total, 60.5% of 
respondents were female and 39.5% were male.  Respondents included students from all 
undergraduate colleges (except the School of Architecture at Notre Dame), students from all 
class years (2010 to 2013), and students from all regions of the United States (Northeast, Mid-
Atlantic, South, Midwest, Mountain West/Southwest, and West Coast/Alaska/Hawaii).  Further, 
among respondents, each of the three largest racial or ethnic minority groups in the United States 
(Hispanic, Black/African American, and Asian) were represented.  All respondents were enrolled 
full-time undergraduate students at the time of the survey. 
Survey Design 
 The survey was created by the researcher and reviewed by Professor S. Adam Brasel of 
the Marketing Department in the Carroll School of Management at Boston College.  The 
overarching goal of the survey was to gauge students’ opinions on the role of Division I athletic 
programs (specifically football and basketball) at an institution of higher education.  Specifically, 
the survey was designed to address three questions: (1) how important are Division I athletic 
programs to students as a factor in the college search and selection process, and how does this 
factor rank in comparison to other factors regarding their importance to students?; (2) how does 
the existence of such athletic programs actually affect students’ decisions to apply to or enroll at 
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a university?; and, (3), what would students believe to be the effects for the university as a whole 
if such programs were suddenly eliminated? 
 Upon beginning the survey, students did not receive any information regarding the 
content of the survey nor instructions as to how to complete it.  In an attempt to have students 
replicate the mindset that they had during the college search and selection process, participants 
were first asked to list all of the colleges to which they applied and were accepted.  The 
responses solicited from this question gave the researcher an indication of the importance of 
athletics to respondents simply based on the other schools to which the students had applied, but 
the principal intent of the question was to recreate a mental state and to eliminate the new 
perspective (and corresponding bias) that students may have gained since entering college 
regarding the importance of various decision-related factors. 
 The types of questions included in the survey were purposefully varied so as to be able to 
more fully understand students’ opinions as manifested through their responses.  For example, 
participants were asked to answer questions in which they had to rate choices on scales of 
importance or agreement, rank choices in terms of relative importance, and answer “yes or no” 
questions to stimulate forced decision-making.  Students were also asked demographic questions 
and other grouping-type questions so that responses could be broken down and analyzed by 
category.  A complete version of the survey can be found in Appendix C on page 65. 
 Students were first asked to rate ten factors on a five-point scale of importance with 
respect to how important each factor was to the student when considering where to apply to 
college.  Students were again instructed to “think about the time during [their] junior and/or 
senior year in high school before [they] had submitted any college applications” in a more direct 
attempt to recreate the pre-application mindset.  “Existence of Division I athletic programs” was 
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just one factor that students were asked to consider in addition to such factors as “academic 
reputation,” “location,” and “size.”  The primary objective of this question was to test the 
previously described “advertising effect” of the schools’ intercollegiate sports programs.  It also 
attempted to indirectly address Hypothesis 2 (which predicted that an institution that eliminated 
its intercollegiate athletic programs would experience a decrease in applications) based on the 
assumption that the importance of a given factor would be strongly correlated with a student’s 
decision to apply to an institution. 
 Next, students were asked to consider the same ten factors and rank them in order of 
importance when deciding between their top two choices of colleges and universities.  This 
question aimed to address Hypothesis 3, which predicted that a university’s yield would drop if 
the university were to eliminate its intercollegiate athletic programs.  The logic was the same as 
that from the previous question: if the results revealed that athletics ranked highly among 
accepted students in terms of being an important determining factor, one would expect the 
termination of one or both of the programs to affect students’ final decisions to enroll.  The 
rationale for the change from a rating scale to a ranking scale was that students would be forced 
to assess the relative importance of each factor, which would produce greater clarity of results 
especially if the student had regarded most or all of the factors from the previous question as 
“extremely important.” 
 The next section of questions involved addressing the hypotheses directly.  Students were 
asked two sets of three questions each.  In the first set of questions, students were asked if they 
still would have applied to the university if, on the day before they submitted their applications, 
it had announced that it would eliminate (1) its varsity football program, (2) its varsity basketball 
program, or (3) both its varsity football and basketball programs.  In this way, the change in the 
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number of applications that a university would receive under such circumstances could be 
estimated based on the results.  In the second set of questions, students were asked if they still 
would have chosen to attend their university instead of their second choice school if it “had 
announced that it was eliminating” either its varsity football program, varsity basketball 
program, or both “on the day before [the student] had made [his or her] college decision.”  In this 
way, the change in yield could be estimated based on the results. 
 Next, students were asked to choose among six degrees of importance to assess how 
important a university’s announcement of the termination of one or more of its athletic programs 
would be in affecting the their decision-making process.  The objective of this question was to 
see just how important this information would be to students who responded that they would still 
have attended their current university despite the termination of athletic programs.  Students 
were also asked whether or not they had a second choice school, and if so, what type of athletic 
programs that school had, in order to be able to sort the results based on these categories. 
 Finally, students were asked to think more generally about the role that Division I 
athletics play at American institutions of higher education.  Students were asked whether or not 
they thought that the elimination of such programs reflected a state of financial distress for the 
university, and they were also surveyed as to how they thought the elimination of such programs 
would affect the school’s social scene and focus on academics in the future.  These questions 
were included in an effort to better understand if athletic programs themselves are the focus of 
the students, or if the perceived reasons behind eliminating such programs (financial distress) or 
anticipated consequences of terminating them (possible effects on social scene, focus on 
academics) are equally or more important from students’ perspectives. 
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 The survey concluded with a section requesting participants’ demographic information, 
specifically information that was believed to have predisposed students to responding differently 
to the survey questions.  Information requested included gender, graduation year, undergraduate 
college, race, ethnicity, region of hometown, and status as an honors program member or transfer 
student. 
Results 
 This study evaluated the importance of athletic programs on students’ decisions to apply 
to and enroll at Boston College and the University of Notre Dame.  Although the results from 
students at Notre Dame indicated that the existence of Division I athletic programs at the school 
had little effect on students’ decision-making processes, the results from the survey conducted at 
Boston College indicated that athletic programs had a significant effect on students’ college 
search and selection process.  Because the number of responses received from the Notre Dame 
study is so small, and because the results of that study do not support the original hypotheses, the 
Boston College survey will be the focus of this study’s “Results” and “Discussion” sections.  
Unless otherwise specified, general mention of “the study,” “the survey,” “the respondents,” or 
“the results” will be in reference to the Boston College version. 
 A total of 61 (35%) of the 173 Boston College respondents said that they would not have 
applied to BC had the school announced the termination of its varsity football and men’s 
basketball programs, and 62 respondents (36%) replied that they would have chosen to attend 
their second choice school given the same circumstances.  Furthermore, 63% of respondents 
indicated that information regarding the termination of such athletic programs would have been 
at least “somewhat important” in “affecting [their] decision-making process.” 
  39 
 It is interesting to note that the existence of football and basketball programs in 
conjunction seemed to be much more influential on students’ decisions than either factor 
considered individually.  Students reported that football was more important than basketball in 
influencing both their decision to apply to Boston College and their decision to enroll.  Eighteen 
percent said they would not have applied to BC if football were eliminated, while only 6% said 
they would not have applied if basketball were cut; similarly, 21% indicated they would not have 
enrolled at BC if football were eliminated, compared to 6% that would have changed their 
enrollment decision had basketball been terminated.  See Appendix D on page 73 for a summary 
of these and other selected survey responses. 
 Because neither of the two pairs of responses sum to 35% or 36% (the responses for the 
third question in each set which considers the effects on respondents decisions to apply or enroll, 
respectively), one can conclude that the difference between the sum of the responses to the first 
two questions and the response to the third question (in this case, 11% for application-related 
responses and 9% for enrollment-related responses)50 represents the minimum number of 
students that would have changed their application or enrollment decision if and only if both 
programs were eliminated.  This figure would be important for admissions and other officials to 
understand in the case that an institution decided to eliminate just one program. 
 An analysis of the responses to the survey question regarding the role of Division I 
athletics at American colleges and universities provides additional insight regarding students’ 
decision-making processes.  For example, a majority of students indicated their agreement with 
the statements that “the elimination of a university's Division I athletic programs would have a 
                                                 
50 Application-related responses: would you still have applied if BC had eliminated…football (“no”– 18%); 
basketball (“no”–6%); both (“no”–35%). 35% - (18%+6%) = 11%.  Enrollment-related responses: would you still 
have enrolled if BC had eliminated…football (“no”– 21%); basketball (“no”–6%); both (“no”–36%). 36% - 
(21%+6%) = 9%. 
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negative effect on the school’s social scene” and that “the elimination of a university's Division I 
athletic programs is a signal that the school is in a state of financial distress;” 135 respondents 
(78%) either “agreed” or “strongly agreed” with the first statement, while a more modest 111 
(64%) either “agreed” or “strongly agreed” with the latter.  If the levels of agreement were 
translated into a five-point scale for which “1” indicated “strong disagreement” and “5” indicated 
“strong agreement,” the mean of the responses to the two questions would be 4.04 and 3.69, 
respectively.  Students tended to disagree with the third statement, however, which suggested 
that the elimination of athletic programs would translate into an institutional focus on academics 
in the future (mean = 2.57); only 23% of respondents expressed some degree of agreement with 
this statement. 
 Despite the fact that over one-third of BC students reported that their decision to apply to 
or attend the University would change if its football and men’s basketball programs were 
eliminated, the “existence of Division 1 athletic programs” was not one of the more important 
factors for students in their college search and selection process, according to survey results.  In 
fact, when asked how important various factors were “when considering where to apply,” 
students on average ranked the existence of big-time athletic programs 3.32 out of 5, with “5” 
defined as “extremely important” and “1” defined as “not at all important.” When all factors 
were ordered based on their mean scores of importance, athletic programs ranked eighth of the 
ten factors, beating out “cost/availability of financial aid” and “religious/spiritual tradition” for 
last place.  When asked to actually rank factors based on their importance in influencing their 
decision where to enroll, the “existence of Division I athletic programs” criterion fared slightly 
better, receiving a median ranking of sixth and a mean ranking of 6.36 (out of ten).  
Nevertheless, the survey results leave no doubt that other factors were more important.  
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“Academic reputation” was the most important factor for students in deciding both where to 
apply and where to enroll; 134 (76.6%) of 173 respondents agreed that this factor was 
“extremely important” in considering where to apply, and 106 (61.3%) ranked academic 
reputation as the single most important factor when deciding where to enroll.  Other highly-rated 
and highly-ranked factors included “location,” “other academic factors,” “career services/job 
placement,” and “social scene.” 
 A separation of responses based on demographic information reveals that results between 
groups varied significantly for a number of categories, most notably gender, class year, 
undergraduate college/division, and geographic region of origin. The following section details a 
few of the major differences for these groupings. 
Males vs. Females 
 Given the historical characterization of athletics as a male-dominated activity, it comes as 
no surprise that the responses given by males more strongly support the hypotheses.  A total of 
45% of males said that they would not have applied to Boston College if its football and 
basketball programs were eliminated, while 46% said they would not have enrolled at BC under 
the same circumstances.  Only 28% of females, however, reported that they would have changed 
their decision to apply to or enroll at BC under such circumstances.  Furthermore, males, on 
average, rated the existence of Division I athletic programs 3.63 on the five-point scale of 
importance as a consideration for where to apply, whereas females, on average, rated this 
criterion 3.10 out of 5.  The difference between these two means is statistically significant at the 
0.01 level of significance (t = 2.984, p-value = 0.003).  This test result quantitatively supports the 
assertion that males and females view the existence of Division I athletic programs with different 
degrees of importance during the college search and selection process. 
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Year of Graduation 
 Survey results revealed that older students were less likely to have said that the existence 
of Division I athletic programs affected their decision to apply or enroll, whereas younger 
students were more likely to have reported an effect.  For example, just 28% and 33% of 
members of the Class of 2010 reported that they would not have applied to BC or enrolled at BC, 
respectively, if its football and basketball programs had been eliminated, whereas 46% and 37% 
of members of the Class of 2013 reported that they would not have applied to BC or enrolled at 
BC, respectively, under such circumstances. 
Undergraduate College 
 Students in the Carroll School of Management were more likely to have said that the 
elimination of football and basketball programs would have changed their decision to apply to or 
enroll at Boston College (40% and 43% said they would not have applied or enrolled, 
respectively).  Only 34% of students in the College of Arts & Sciences reported that the 
elimination of such athletic programs would have caused them to not apply to BC, whereas 29% 
said the same with respect to their decision to enroll.  Results from students in the Lynch School 
of Education and the Connell School of Nursing were not included in this analysis due to the 
small number of responses. 
Region of Origin 
 Respondents who identified themselves as being from outside of the Northeast were 
almost twice as likely to say that they would not have applied to or enrolled at Boston College if 
its football and basketball programs had been eliminated as compared to respondents from the 
Northeast.  Only 23.3% of Northeast respondents declared that they would not have applied to 
BC if its athletic programs had been eliminated, compared to the 52.9% of non-Northeast 
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respondents who said they would not have applied to BC under the same circumstances.  
Similarly, only 26.2% of Northeast respondents claimed that they would have chosen to attend 
their second choice school under such circumstances if BC eliminated its athletic programs, 
whereas exactly half of non-Northeast respondents declared they would have attended another 
school if BC eliminated its athletic programs.  Furthermore, Northeasterners, on average, rated 
the existence of Division I athletic programs 3.14 on the five-point scale of importance as a 
consideration for where to apply, whereas non-Northeasterners, on average, rated this criterion 
3.59 out of 5.  The difference between these two means is statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
of significance (t = 2.51, p-value = 0.013).  This test result quantitatively supports the assertion 
that Northeastern respondents and non-Northeastern respondents view the existence of Division I 
athletic programs with different degrees of importance during the college search and selection 
process. 
 
Discussion: Implications for Universities and Prospective Students 
 It is evident that the college ranking, search, and selection process is quite complicated 
and that a variety of factors weigh on academics’ rankings decisions and students’ application 
and enrollment decisions.  Therefore, despite having gathered a variety of results from this 
research study, it is quite difficult to ascertain with exactness the relationship between the 
independent variable (existence of intercollegiate athletic programs) and the dependent variables 
(U.S. News peer assessment score, number of undergraduate applications received, or yield).  
Nevertheless, there are a number of observations that can be made given the results of the 
research; the following section will describe a number of these results. 
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Athletics and Academics: Not Mutually Exclusive 
 Perhaps the most important observation that can be drawn based on the findings of this 
study is that contrary to what McCormick and Tinsley said about academics representing “the 
worst side of academia” to many, the results seem to indicate that athletics and academics are not 
mutually exclusive.51  When private schools with football teams were compared to private 
schools without football teams for differences in peer assessment scores, the results were 
insignificant, implying that the existence of major athletic programs does not tarnish a 
university’s academic reputation.  Furthermore, when comparing public schools with football 
teams to public schools without football teams, the statistically significant results revealed that 
schools with football teams actually had higher peer assessment scores than those without. 
 It would be premature to claim, however, that eliminating athletic programs would not 
affect U.S. News rankings whatsoever, as other rankings components such as selectivity, 
financial resources, and alumni giving rate could possibly change as a result of the elimination of 
athletic programs.  Based on this study, the most obvious factor that might change would be 
selectivity, which would decrease if applications also decreased.  This factor, however, accounts 
for only 1.5% of an institution’s overall score.  In terms of alumni giving, Tucker’s 2004 study 
indicates that this figure is positively correlated with football success,52 suggesting that the 
elimination of the program might adversely affect alumni giving, although no study could be 
found that directly addresses this question.  Furthermore, alumni giving accounts for only 5% of 
the total score, so even a large change in this component would have minimal overall 
implications.  Finally, perhaps the financial resources factor would respond most sensitively to a 
change in a university’s athletic programs (due to the large budget of such programs), but the 
                                                 
51 McCormick and Tinsley 1103. 
52 Tucker (2004) 655. 
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magnitude and even the direction of the change might be difficult to predict and would likely 
vary among schools. 
 In addition to the potential effects of the elimination of athletic programs on institutional 
ranking, students expressed their disagreement with the notion of a tradeoff between academics 
and athletics.  Over half (54.9%) of survey respondents said that they either “disagreed” or 
“strongly disagreed” with the statement that “the elimination of a university's Division I athletic 
programs means that the school will become more focused on academics in the future.” 
Football is More Important Than Basketball 
 Results from both the U.S. News data analysis and the student survey revealed that 
football was more important than basketball in determining how a university is perceived by its 
peer institutions and prospective students.  According to the U.S. News survey, basketball was 
not statistically significant as an independent variable in affecting peer assessment score.  
Similarly, in the Boston College student survey, a mere 6% of respondents reported that their 
application or enrollment decisions would have changed if BC were to eliminate just its varsity 
men’s basketball program.  The low level of impact that basketball had relative to football can be 
explained in a number of ways.  First, Division I basketball is much more common at American 
colleges and universities than is Division I FBS football (there were 347 NCAA men’s basketball 
teams in Division I during the 2009-2010 season, compared to just 120 football teams in 
Division I FBS during the same period);53 consequently, the novelty of basketball is less than 
that of football and it does not effectively differentiate one institution from another for most 
student applicants.  Similarly, because the number of regular season basketball games is typically 
two- to three-times the number of regular season football games, the importance of each 
                                                 
53 Associated Press, “Tourney chair: Expansion not our focus,” ESPN.com 10 Mar. 2010, 8 May 2010 <http:// 
sports.espn.go.com/ncb/news/story?id=4983460>; “CBSSports.com 120,” CBSSports.com 8 May 2010, 8 May 2010 
<http://www.cbssports.com/collegefootball/ polls/120?tag=pageRow;pageContainer>. 
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basketball game is lesser, typically meaning that a smaller percentage of overall games receive 
important media coverage.  These facts, combined with the reality that basketball arenas are 
generally smaller than football stadiums (and thus basketball programs generate less fan support 
per game, as stated previously), seem to reduce basketball programs’ impact on the opinions of 
peer evaluators and prospective students. 
Eliminating Athletic Programs Would Likely Reduce Applications, Yield at Boston College 
 The results of the student survey support Hypotheses 2 and 3, which stated that the 
number of applications for freshman admission and the yield of admitted students would both be 
reduced in the event that a university’s major athletic programs were eliminated.  If the sample 
included in this study could be generalized to represent the entire population of Boston College 
applicants and accepted students, one would estimate that both the number of applications and 
the yield of admitted students would decrease by approximately one-third in the short term 
following the announcement of the termination of both football and basketball programs, based 
on survey results.  The long-term effects of such a decision are unclear, as the elimination of 
major varsity athletic programs would fundamentally alter the image of the University and 
possibly attract a new type of applicant in subsequent years.  Also, it is possible that the number 
of applications or the yield would decrease by less than one-third under the described 
circumstances.  Given that some students rated athletic programs as an unimportant decision 
factor or regarded athletic programs as a deterrent from rather than an incentive to applying to or 
enrolling at Boston College, these types of students might actually be more likely to apply to or 
enroll at BC if athletic programs were cut.   
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Athletics More Important to Males, Less Important to Local Students 
 As mentioned, the results of the survey imply that the existence of Division I athletic 
programs at a university is a criterion that is more important to males and less important to  
females when it comes to influencing their decision to apply or enroll.  While this gender 
difference might be due to the historical characterization of athletics in general as a male-
dominated activity, it might also result from the fact that both of the athletic programs mentioned 
in the survey–football and men’s basketball–are sports in which only males can participate.  As a 
result, potential applicants and accepted students that are males might be more enticed to apply 
to and enroll at Boston College than their female counterparts for the simple reason that they 
may have participated in these sports in high school or at another point during their lives. 
 The results of the survey also indicated that big-time athletic programs at a university are 
a more important consideration for non-local students (in the case of Boston College, applicants 
from outside of the Northeastern United States) and a less important consideration for local 
students (in the BC example, students from the Northeast).  Aside from the gender category, 
geographic region of origin was the only category for which the difference between groups (in 
this case, Northeast applicants and non-Northeast applicants) with respect to importance of the 
existence of Division I athletic programs for potential applicants was significant.  This 
dichotomy points to the importance of the advertising effect of athletics.  Local students may 
discount the importance of athletic programs when considering where to apply, because they 
may have already developed an impression of the college or university based on other factors, 
such as visits to campus or hearsay from family and friends, because of the university’s 
geographic proximity.  It is more likely that non-local students, on the other hand, have learned 
about the university from media coverage generated as a result of its big-time athletic programs, 
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and therefore they may be more likely than local students to regard athletics as an important 
criterion that influenced their decision to apply. 
 There are a number of other reasons why local student applicants may regard athletics as 
a less important factor as compared to non-local student applicants.  It is possible that local 
students simply want to stay “closer to home,” and as such athletics do not enter into the 
decision.  It is also possible that the difference between the two groups is not due to the fact that 
the students are local or non-local, but instead has to do with a difference in attitudes towards 
college sports between student applicants from the Northeast and student applicants from outside 
of the Northeast.  Only five of the 120 universities whose football teams compete in Division I 
Football Bowl Subdivision (Boston College (MA), the University of Connecticut (CT), the U.S. 
Military Academy (NY), the University of Buffalo (NY), and Syracuse University (NY)) are 
located in the Northeast.54,55 Therefore, one could surmise that big-time intercollegiate athletics, 
or at the very least Division I football, are probably less important to students from the Northeast 
due to their relative rarity in the region. 
 In the survey conducted at Boston College, 41% of respondents were male and 60% of 
respondents were from the Northeast.  In actuality, 48% of BC undergraduates are male and 56% 
of undergraduates are from the Northeast.56 Therefore, it is possible that the survey sample is not 
entirely representative of the population, and that the opinion of the population more strongly 
supports the hypotheses, as males and non-Northeasterners (both of whom are underrepresented 
in the sample) view athletics as more important than females and Northeasterners, respectively.  
                                                 
54 “NCAA Schools,” NCAA.com 8 May 2010 < http://www.ncaa.com/schools/index.html>. 
55 If New Jersey and Pennsylvania are considered to be part of the Northeast (as opposed to the Mid-Atlantic), the 
number of schools jumps to nine. 
56 “Boston College Facts,” BC.edu 8 May 2010 <http://www.bc.edu/about/bc-facts.html>; “Geographic Distribution 
of Undergraduate Students,” Boston College Fact Book 2009, 8 May 2010 <https://htmldbprod.bc.edu/pls/htmldb/ 
f?p=factbook:110:0>. 
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Can Boston College Survey Responses Be Generalized? 
 Because the student survey was conducted at only one institution other than Boston 
College, it is difficult to say whether the results of the BC survey can be generalized to apply to 
other institutions.  Based only on the results of the survey completed by Notre Dame students, it 
seems unlikely that the results discussed in this paper would hold true at other institutions.  At 
Notre Dame, for example, only 9% of respondents indicated that they would not have applied if 
football and men’s basketball programs had been eliminated, and 14% of respondents reported 
that they would not have enrolled under the same circumstances.  These figures are quite low in 
comparison to the statistics reported at Boston College.  To the same effect, Notre Dame students 
who completed the survey rated the existence of Division I athletic programs, on average, as 2.68 
on the five-point scale of importance as a consideration for where to apply.  This number is 
lower than the 3.32 average rating by Boston College, and the means are significantly different at 
the 0.05 significance level (t = 2.398, p-value = 0.017).  Based on these results, it seems that 
Notre Dame students view athletics as significantly less important as a criterion in the college 
search and selection process than do Boston College students. 
 Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to assume that the Notre Dame survey sample is 
entirely representative of the Notre Dame undergraduate population for a number of reasons.  
For instance, 73% of ND survey respondents were females, which likely skewed the results 
against the hypotheses, as it was shown previously that males exhibit opinions that more strongly 
support the notion that athletics are an important criterion in the college search and selection 
process.  In addition, 86% of respondents were members of the Class of 2010, again potentially 
skewing results, as the results of the Boston College survey indicated that older students were 
less likely than younger students to acknowledge athletics as a determining factor in their 
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application or enrollment decisions.  Finally, because of the small number of overall responses 
from Notre Dame students–twenty-two–the likelihood that the survey results reflect the opinion 
of the population is less certain. 
 Regardless of the extent to which the survey results at Boston College and Notre Dame 
align, the results and conclusions drawn from the BC survey can likely be extrapolated and 
applied to other similar universities.  The extent to which these results and conclusions will 
apply, however, depends largely on the degree of similarity between Boston College and the 
comparable institution.  In order to understand the role that athletics play in students’ application 
and enrollment decision-making processes, officials at other institutions must consider the other 
factors that draw students to their universities.  Is location a major selling point?  Are a 
significant number of applicants “legacy students,” that is, children of alumni?  How does 
financial aid factor into the equation?  What about the specific role of academic programs?  
Similarly, school officials must evaluate the scope of their intercollegiate athletic programs.  Is 
the school a member of a major conference?  Do teams’ performances allow them to gain 
significant media coverage?  Is fan support strong?  Generally, the larger the scope of the 
university’s athletic programs and the smaller the number of “other” factors that attract students 
to the school, the greater the chance that the existence of Division I athletic programs will play a 
role in students’ decision-making processes during the college search and selection period. 
Limitations 
 When considering the results of this study, it is imperative to also consider the study’s 
limitations.  One of the major limitations of a survey of this type is that the situations proposed in 
the questionnaire are hypothetical and thus it is difficult to recreate the respondents’ decision-
making process.  It is possible, for example, that the “shock value” created by a university’s 
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announcement of the termination of its athletic programs would cause application numbers and 
yield to decrease further than the survey results suggested.  On the contrary, it is also possible 
that students become more resolved as they near the end of their decision-making processes, and 
thus the effects of such an announcement would be of a lesser magnitude than originally 
anticipated based on survey results.  The difficultly of addressing such hypothetical questions is 
likely amplified among older survey participants, as they are further removed from their own 
past search and selection process. 
 Perhaps the most important limitation of the Boston College survey lies in the makeup of 
the participant pool.  The fact that all survey participants were current BC undergraduates 
necessarily means that all students that applied to Boston College but do not currently attend 
(approximately 27,100 students per class year) as well as all students that were accepted to 
Boston College but did not enroll (approximately 6,500 students per class year) were excluded 
from the survey.57 Though it would be difficult to estimate the opinions of all applicants from the 
sample provided, it would be interesting to learn how many of these applicants considered 
athletics to be a factor that incentivized them to apply to BC.  Among accepted students, one can 
reasonably hypothesize that the overall percentage of this group of students that regarded 
athletics to be an important factor in their decision-making process is smaller, as approximately 
75% of accepted students each year matriculate at another institution, implying that Boston 
College athletic programs were not a sufficient incentive to entice these students to enroll.58 
 Finally, a smaller, albeit important, limitation of the survey was that it did not ask 
respondents if they were varsity athletes for their university.  Although it is unlikely that a 
significant number of respondents were varsity athletes given the small proportion of varsity 
                                                 
57 “Facts at a Glance,” Boston College Fact Book 2009, 8 May 2010 < http://www.bc.edu/publications/factbook/ 
at_a_glance.html>. 
58 Ibid. 
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athletes to overall students at the universities, it is probable that most varsity athletes–especially 
any football and men’s basketball players–that responded to the survey skewed results in favor of 
the hypotheses.  The purpose of the study, however, was to ascertain how intercollegiate athletic 
programs affected the decision-making processes of non-student-athletes, and as such, this type 
of question would be included if this survey were to be conducted at other universities. 
A Final Word on U.S. News Rankings 
 One of the most surprising results of the U.S. News peer assessment score statistical 
analysis was that public institutions posted significantly higher peer assessment scores than their 
private counterparts, all other things equal.  Many of the highly-ranked public institutions are 
either commonly regarded as research powerhouses among academics, or tout prestigious 
graduate programs, offering a possible explanation as to why these universities are awarded such 
high marks by the presidents, provosts, and other officials who complete the peer assessment 
survey.  The fact that these schools conduct significant research or offer highly-regarded 
graduate programs is likely of little interest to undergraduate applicants, yet the peer assessment 
scores figure directly into the undergraduate university rankings.  This apparent inconsistency 
alludes to the fact that the U.S. News ranking formula may not, in fact, be the best way to grade 
national universities.  This argument is one that is better suited for further discussion in an 
additional study. 
 
Conclusion 
 While it is difficult to fully comprehend the plethora of factors that influence individuals’ 
perceptions of American colleges and universities and even more difficult to predict how these 
individuals will respond to changes in such factors, the results of this study lend no support to the 
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decision to terminate big-time intercollegiate athletic programs.  Not only is there no apparent 
relationship between the existence of such athletic programs and institutional academic prestige, 
but the survey results suggest that the elimination of such programs would adversely affect 
applications received and yield of admitted students, at least in the short-term.  Of course, budget 
constraints and pressure from high-ranking university officials, among other reasons, may leave 
a school with no choice but to eliminate its big-time athletic programs, in which case admissions 
officials would want to be aware of the potential negative effects on prospective students in the 
near term.  On the contrary, universities that have no intention of eliminating their big-time 
athletic programs could use the results of this survey–specifically with regards to the 
demographic breakdown of students–to target their marketing with regards to content and 
recipients so as to remain “ahead of the game” in the competition for the best and brightest 
students.
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APPENDIX A: U.S. News Ranking Methodology 
Methodology: U.S. News Undergraduate Ranking Criteria and                                              
Weights for National Universities 
Ranking Category Category Weight Subfactor Subfactor Weight 
Peer assessment 25% Peer assessment survey 100% 
15% Acceptance rate 10% 
 High school class standing in top 10% 40% 
Student selectivity 
for fall 2008 
entering class 
  Critical Reading and Math portions of 
the SAT and the composite ACT scores 
50% 
20% Faculty compensation 35% 
  Percent faculty with top terminal degree 
in their field 
15% 
  Percent faculty that is full time 5% 
  Student/faculty ratio 5% 
  Class size, 1-19 students 30% 
Faculty resources 
for 2008-2009 
academic year 
  Class size, 50+ students 10% 
20% Average graduation rate 80% Graduation and 
retention rates 
  Average freshman retention rate 20% 
Financial resources 10% Financial resources per student 100% 
Alumni giving 5% Average alumni giving rate 100% 
Graduation rate 
performance 
5% Graduation rate performance 100% 
Total 100% - 100% 
Source: Robert J. Morse and Samuel Flanigan, "How We Calculate the Rankings,"                                                                   
U.S. News & World Report: America's Best Colleges 2010 Edition: 84-86. 
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APPENDIX B: Results of Statistical Tests for U.S. News Data 
 
Category 1: Football (Division I FBS) 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for schools with Division I FBS football programs and µ0 
represents the mean difference for schools without such programs 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Category 2: Basketball (Division I) 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for schools with Division I basketball programs and µ0 
represents the mean difference for schools without such programs 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results:  
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Category 3: Major Conference 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for schools that are members of one of the six major 
NCAA conferences and µ0 represents the mean difference for schools that are not members of such conferences 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
Appendix B 
 58 
Category 4: Public 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for public schools and µ0 represents the mean difference 
for private schools  
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Category 5: Public + Football  
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for public schools that compete in Division I FBS football 
and µ0 represents the mean difference for all other schools in the study  
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Category 6: Private + Football 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for private schools that compete in Division I FBS football 
and µ0 represents the mean difference for all other schools in the study 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Category 7: Public + Major Conference 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for public schools that are members of one of the six 
major NCAA conferences and µ0 represents the mean difference for all other schools in the study  
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Category 8: Private + Major Conference 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for private schools that are members of one of the six 
major NCAA conferences and µ0 represents the mean difference for all other schools in the study  
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Additional Test 1: Private Schools Only (football vs. no football) 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for private schools with Division I FBS football programs 
and µ0 represents the mean difference for private schools without such programs 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Additional Test 2: Public Schools Only (football vs. no football) 
 
Hypotheses To Be Tested: 
 
H0: µ0 = µ1 
HA: µ0 ≠ µ1 
 
…where µ1 represents the mean difference between scaled original overall scores (which include the peer assessment component) and 
recalculated overall scores (which exclude the peer assessment component) for public schools with Division I FBS football programs 
and µ0 represents the mean difference for public schools without such programs 
 
 
Test Type: 
 
Two-tailed Independent Samples T Test 
 
 
Results: 
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Colleges - applications and acceptances 
 
Please list all of the four-year colleges and universities to which you applied.  If you 
applied to more than ten colleges or universities, please list the ten colleges or 
universities that most interested you.  The order in which you list the schools is not 
important. 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 
10 
 
 
Please list all of the four-year colleges and universities to which you were admitted 
(not including those schools at which you were waitlisted).  If you were admitted to 
more than ten colleges or universities, please list the ten colleges or universities that 
most interested you.  The order in which you list the schools is not important. 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
 
8 
 
9 
 
10 
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What college or university do you currently attend? 
 
 Boston College  
 University of Notre Dame  
 Other (please specify)  
 
What was your second choice college or university of those to which you had been 
admitted? 
 
My second choice school was: 
 
I was only admitted to one school / I only applied 
to one school  
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Importance of factors - considering where to apply 
 
Think about the time during your junior and/or senior year in high school before you 
had submitted any college applications.  Please rate the following factors with respect 
to how important each factor was to you when considering where to apply. 
Please rate the factors on a 1-5 scale, where 5 means the factor was extremely 
important to you when considering where to apply and 1 means the factor was not at 
all important to you when considering where to apply. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate that category as "1: Not at all 
Important" and leave the next question blank. 
 
 
  
1: Not at all 
Important 
2 
3: Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: Extremely 
Important 
Academic reputation      
Career services/job 
placement      
Cost/availability of 
financial aid      
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs      
Location      
Makeup of student 
body      
Other academic 
factors (including 
facilities, class size, 
availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors 
programs, etc.) 
     
Religious/spiritual 
tradition      
Social scene      
Size      
Other (please specify 
below)      
Please specify "other" factor from previous question, if applicable. 
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Importance of factors - final decision process 
 
Think for a moment about your college selection process.  Consider your top two 
choices of the colleges and universities to which you were admitted.  Please rank the 
following factors with respect to how important each factor was to you when making 
your final decision. 
Please rank the factors from 1 to 11, where 1 means that the factor was the most 
important in influencing your final decision and 11 means the factor was the least 
important in influencing your final decision.  You should use each number only once. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate this category as "11" and type 
"N/A" in the blank box. 
 
 
Academic reputation  
 
Career services/job placement  
 
Cost/availability of financial aid  
 
Existence of Division I athletic programs  
 
Location  
 
Makeup of student body  
 
Other academic factors (including facilities, class size, availability of specific 
academic programs or majors, honors programs, etc.)  
 
Religious/spiritual tradition  
 
Social scene  
 
Size  
 
Other (please specify)  
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Importance of Athletics - as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football program 
before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
 
 Yes, I still would have applied to BC  
 No, I would not have applied to BC  
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity basketball 
program before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
 
 Yes, I still would have applied to BC  
 No, I would not have applied to BC  
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and 
basketball programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
 
 Yes, I still would have applied to BC  
 No, I would not have applied to BC  
Importance of Athletics - as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football program 
on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still chosen to 
attend BC over your second choice school? 
 
 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC  
 No, I would have chosen to attend my second choice school  
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity men's basketball 
program on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
 
 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC  
 No, I would have chosen to attend my second choice school  
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and 
men's basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would 
you have still chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
 
 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC  
 No, I would have chosen to attend my second choice school  
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Other Considerations 
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and 
men's basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, how 
important would this information have been in affecting your decision-making 
process? 
 
 Very unimportant  
 Somewhat unimportant  
 Neither important nor unimportant  
 Somewhat important (but I still would have chosen to attend BC)  
 Very important (but I still would have chosen to attend BC)  
 Extremely important (and I would have chosen to attend my second choice school)  
 
Please rate your agreement with the following three statements regarding the role that 
Division I athletic programs play at American colleges and universities. 
 
 
  Strongly Disagree Disagree 
Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly Agree 
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs 
means that the school 
will become more 
focused on academics 
in the future. 
     
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs 
would have a 
negative effect on the 
school's social scene. 
     
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs is a 
signal that the school 
is in a state of 
financial distress. 
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Second Choice - Athletics? 
 
Did your second choice school have a Division I-A football team and/or a Division I 
men's basketball team? 
 
 Yes - ONLY football  
 Yes - ONLY basketball  
 Yes - BOTH football AND basketball  
 No - Neither football nor basketball  
 I don't know  
 Does not apply - I was only admitted to one school  
 
Demographic Information 
 
What is your gender? 
 
 Male  
 Female  
 
What is your anticipated graduation year? 
 
 2010  
 2011  
 2012  
 2013  
 
To which undergraduate college were you accepted when you originally applied to BC? 
 
 A&S  
 CSOM  
 LSOE  
 CSON  
 
Are you a member of the Honors Program? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
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Are you a transfer student? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 
 What is your race? Check all that apply. 
 
 White / Caucasian (including "White Hispanic")  
 Black / African American (including "Black Hispanic")  
 Asian (including Indian)  
 American Indian / Alaska Native  
 Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander  
 
Are you Hispanic? 
 
 Yes  
 No  
 
Where are you from? 
 
 Northeast  
 Mid-Atlantic  
 South (including Florida)  
 Midwest  
 Mountain West / Southwest  
 West Coast / Alaska / Hawaii  
 International  
 
Email 
All responses are anonymous and will only be analyzed in the aggregate.  That being 
said, please list your email address if you would be willing to be contacted for further 
questions.  Thank you! 
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APPENDIX D: Selected Survey Results 
 
Part 1: Boston College Aggregate Results 
 
Importance of factors – considering where to apply 
Think about the time during your junior and/or senior year in high school before you had 
submitted any college applications.  Please rate the following factors with respect to how 
important each factor was to you when considering where to apply. 
Please rate the factors on a 1-5 scale, where 5 means the factor was extremely important to 
you when considering where to apply and 1 means the factor was not at all important to you 
when considering where to apply. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate that category as "1: Not at all Important" 
and leave the next question blank. 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 1 0 1 37 134 173 4.75 
5 Location 0 0 17 73 82 172 4.38 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
1 13 42 67 50 173 3.88 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
2 20 37 62 52 173 3.82 
9 Social scene 4 13 44 81 31 173 3.71 
10 Size 1 9 55 83 23 171 3.69 
6 Makeup of student body 5 25 51 61 31 173 3.51 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
16 25 47 58 27 173 3.32 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
34 32 42 32 32 172 2.98 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
59 37 33 37 6 172 2.38 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
27 0 2 3 7 39 2.05 
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Importance of factors – final decision process 
Think for a moment about your college selection process.  Consider your top two choices of the 
colleges and universities to which you were admitted.  Please rank the following factors with 
respect to how important each factor was to you when making your final decision. 
Please rank the factors from 1 to 11, where 1 means that the factor was the most important in 
influencing your final decision and 11 means the factor was the least important in influencing 
your final decision.  You should use each number only once. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate this category as "11" and type "N/A" in 
the blank box. 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Responses 
1 
Academic 
reputation 
106 32 15 7 5 2 2 1 0 2 1 173 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
5 27 20 17 22 16 12 19 22 12 1 173 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
14 21 9 8 7 7 10 20 25 47 5 173 
4 
Existence of 
Division I athletic 
programs 
3 6 16 23 19 24 18 18 25 19 2 173 
5 Location 18 40 39 33 19 7 8 3 4 2 0 173 
6 
Makeup of student 
body 
3 9 6 12 19 16 34 36 29 9 0 173 
7 
Other academic 
factors (including 
facilities, class size, 
availability of 
specific academic 
programs or 
majors, honors 
programs, etc.) 
14 16 24 27 18 17 22 13 13 9 0 173 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
2 3 5 4 9 18 16 22 30 56 8 173 
9 Social scene 4 13 22 20 29 22 27 24 8 4 0 173 
10 Size 1 6 22 23 24 34 19 21 11 12 0 173 
11 
Other (please 
specify) 
3 2 1 0 2 1 1 2 1 1 151 173 
 Total 173 175 179 174 173 164 169 179 168 173 168  
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Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football program before you 
had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    141 82% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    32 18% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity basketball program before 
you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    163 94% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    10 6% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    112 65% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    61 35% 
 Total  173 100% 
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Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football program on the day 
before you made your college decision, would you have still chosen to attend BC over your 
second choice school? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
BC 
   137 79% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   36 21% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity men's basketball program on 
the day before you made your college decision, would you have still chosen to attend BC over 
your second choice school? 
# Answer    Response % 
2 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
BC 
   162 94% 
1 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   11 6% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
BC 
   111 64% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   62 36% 
 Total  173 100% 
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Other Considerations 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, how important would 
this information have been in affecting your decision-making process? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Very unimportant    24 14% 
2 Somewhat unimportant    29 17% 
3 Neither important nor unimportant    12 7% 
4 
Somewhat important (but I still would 
have chosen to attend BC) 
   41 24% 
5 
Very important (but I still would have 
chosen to attend BC) 
   43 25% 
6 
Extremely important (and I would have 
chosen to attend my second choice 
school) 
   24 14% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
 
Please rate your agreement with the following three statements regarding the role that Division 
I athletic programs play at American colleges and universities. 
# Question 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
Responses Mean 
1 
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs means 
that the school will 
become more focused on 
academics in the future. 
28 67 39 30 9 173 2.57 
2 
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs would 
have a negative effect on 
the school's social scene. 
2 16 20 70 65 173 4.04 
3 
The elimination of a 
university's Division I 
athletic programs is a 
signal that the school is 
in a state of financial 
distress. 
2 19 41 79 32 173 3.69 
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Second Choice – Athletics? 
Did your second choice school have a Division I-A football team and/or a Division I men's 
basketball team? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes - ONLY football    0 0% 
5 Yes - ONLY basketball    39 23% 
6 Yes - BOTH football AND basketball    65 38% 
2 No - Neither football nor basketball    34 20% 
3 I don't know    32 18% 
4 
Does not apply - I was only admitted to 
one school 
   3 2% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
 
Demographic Information 
What is your gender? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Male    71 41% 
2 Female    102 59% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
What is your anticipated graduation year? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 2010    54 31% 
2 2011    26 15% 
3 2012    39 23% 
4 2013    54 31% 
 Total  173 100% 
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To which undergraduate college were you accepted when you originally applied to BC? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 A&S    58 34% 
2 CSOM    96 55% 
3 LSOE    15 9% 
4 CSON    4 2% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
Are you a member of the Honors Program? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes    82 47% 
2 No    91 53% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
Are you a transfer student? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes    5 3% 
2 No    168 97% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
What is your race? Check all that apply. 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
White / Caucasian (including "White 
Hispanic") 
   160 92% 
2 
Black / African American (including "Black 
Hispanic") 
   8 5% 
3 Asian (including Indian)    7 4% 
4 American Indian / Alaska Native    0 0% 
5 Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander    0 0% 
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Are you Hispanic? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes    13 8% 
2 No    160 92% 
 Total  173 100% 
 
Where are you from? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Northeast    103 60% 
2 Mid-Atlantic    20 12% 
3 South (including Florida)    4 2% 
4 Midwest    30 17% 
5 Mountain West / Southwest    3 2% 
6 West Coast / Alaska / Hawaii    10 6% 
7 International    3 2% 
 Total  173 100% 
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Part 2: Males vs. Females 
 
Importance of factors – considering where to apply 
Think about the time during your junior and/or senior year in high school before you had 
submitted any college applications.  Please rate the following factors with respect to how 
important each factor was to you when considering where to apply. 
Please rate the factors on a 1-5 scale, where 5 means the factor was extremely important to 
you when considering where to apply and 1 means the factor was not at all important to you 
when considering where to apply. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate that category as "1: Not at all Important" 
and leave the next question blank. 
 
Male Responses 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 0 0 0 13 58 71 4.82 
5 Location 0 0 10 31 30 71 4.28 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
1 5 12 24 29 71 4.06 
9 Social scene 0 8 13 34 16 71 3.82 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
0 9 14 33 15 71 3.76 
10 Size 1 4 20 36 10 71 3.70 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
5 7 14 28 17 71 3.63 
6 Makeup of student body 3 10 26 20 12 71 3.39 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
11 16 18 17 9 71 2.96 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
20 18 14 17 2 71 2.48 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
13 0 2 0 2 17 1.71 
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Female Responses 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 1 0 1 24 76 102 4.71 
5 Location 0 0 7 42 52 101 4.45 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
1 4 28 34 35 102 3.96 
10 Size 0 5 35 47 13 100 3.68 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
1 15 25 38 23 102 3.66 
9 Social scene 4 5 31 47 15 102 3.63 
6 Makeup of student body 2 15 25 41 19 102 3.59 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
11 18 33 30 10 102 3.10 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
23 16 24 15 23 101 2.99 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
14 0 0 3 5 22 2.32 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
39 19 19 20 4 101 2.32 
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Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
Male Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    39 55% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    32 45% 
 Total  71 100% 
Female Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    73 72% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    29 28% 
 Total  102 100% 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
Male Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
BC 
   38 54% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   33 46% 
 Total  71 100% 
Female Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
BC 
   73 72% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   29 28% 
 Total  102 100% 
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Part 3: Year of Graduation 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
Class of 2010 Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    39 72% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    15 28% 
 Total  54 100% 
Class of 2013 Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    29 54% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    25 46% 
 Total  54 100% 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
Class of 2010 Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    36 67% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   18 33% 
 Total  54 100% 
Class of 2013 Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    34 63% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   20 37% 
 Total  54 100% 
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Part 4: Undergraduate College 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
CSOM Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    58 60% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    38 40% 
 Total  96 100% 
A&S Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    38 66% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    20 34% 
 Total  58 100% 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
CSOM Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    55 57% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   41 43% 
 Total  96 100% 
A&S Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    41 71% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   17 29% 
 Total  58 100% 
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Part 5: Region of Origin 
 
Importance of factors – considering where to apply 
Think about the time during your junior and/or senior year in high school before you had 
submitted any college applications.  Please rate the following factors with respect to how 
important each factor was to you when considering where to apply. 
Please rate the factors on a 1-5 scale, where 5 means the factor was extremely important to 
you when considering where to apply and 1 means the factor was not at all important to you 
when considering where to apply. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate that category as "1: Not at all Important" 
and leave the next question blank. 
 
Northeast Student Responses 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 1 0 1 23 78 103 4.72 
5 Location 0 0 12 47 44 103 4.31 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
1 11 23 35 33 103 3.85 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
1 7 31 38 26 103 3.79 
9 Social scene 3 8 31 44 17 103 3.62 
10 Size 1 7 40 42 12 102 3.56 
6 Makeup of student body 4 14 32 36 17 103 3.47 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
14 18 27 28 16 103 3.14 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
20 15 28 17 23 103 3.08 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
36 22 24 17 3 102 2.30 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
18 0 2 2 4 26 2.00 
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Non-Northeast Student Responses 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 0 0 0 14 56 70 4.80 
5 Location 0 0 5 26 38 69 4.48 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
0 6 11 29 24 70 4.01 
10 Size 0 2 15 41 11 69 3.88 
9 Social scene 1 5 13 37 14 70 3.83 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
1 9 14 27 19 70 3.77 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
2 7 20 30 11 70 3.59 
6 Makeup of student body 1 11 19 25 14 70 3.57 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
14 17 14 15 9 69 2.83 
8 
Religious/spiritual 
tradition 
23 15 9 20 3 70 2.50 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
9 0 0 1 3 13 2.15 
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Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to BC, would you still have applied? 
Northeast Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    79 77% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    24 23% 
 Total  103 100% 
Non-Northeast Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have applied to BC    33 47% 
2 No, I would not have applied to BC    37 53% 
 Total  70 100% 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Boston College had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend BC over your second choice school? 
Northeast Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    76 74% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   27 26% 
 Total  103 100% 
Non-Northeast Student Responses 
# Answer    Response % 
1 Yes, I still would have chosen to attend BC    35 50% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   35 50% 
 Total  70 100% 
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Part 6: Notre Dame Selected Results 
 
Importance of factors – considering where to apply 
Think about the time during your junior and/or senior year in high school before you had 
submitted any college applications.  Please rate the following factors with respect to how 
important each factor was to you when considering where to apply. 
Please rate the factors on a 1-5 scale, where 5 means the factor was extremely important to 
you when considering where to apply and 1 means the factor was not at all important to you 
when considering where to apply. 
Note: If you do not have an "other" factor, please rate that category as "1: Not at all Important" 
and leave the next question blank. 
# Question 
1: Not at 
all 
Important 
2 
3: 
Somewhat 
Important 
4 
5: 
Extremely 
Important 
Responses Mean 
1 Academic reputation 0 0 0 6 16 22 4.73 
2 
Career services/job 
placement 
4 2 5 7 4 22 3.23 
3 
Cost/availability of 
financial aid 
4 3 2 1 12 22 3.64 
4 
Existence of Division I 
athletic programs 
6 2 7 7 0 22 2.68 
5 Location 2 4 9 6 1 22 3.00 
6 Makeup of student body 4 3 5 9 1 22 3.00 
7 
Other academic factors 
(including facilities, class 
size, availability of specific 
academic programs or 
majors, honors programs, 
etc.) 
2 0 3 10 7 22 3.91 
8 Religious/spiritual tradition 1 6 4 7 4 22 3.32 
9 Social scene 0 2 9 7 4 22 3.59 
10 Size 0 2 5 12 3 22 3.73 
11 
Other (please specify 
below) 
4 0 0 2 1 7 2.43 
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Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to apply 
If Notre Dame had announced that it was eliminating its varsity football and basketball 
programs before you had decided to apply to ND, would you still have applied? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have applied to Notre 
Dame 
   20 91% 
2 
No, I would not have applied to Notre 
Dame 
   2 9% 
 Total  22 100% 
 
Importance of Athletics – as part of decision to enroll 
If Notre Dame had announced that it was eliminating both its varsity football and men's 
basketball programs on the day before you made your college decision, would you have still 
chosen to attend ND over your second choice school? 
# Answer    Response % 
1 
Yes, I still would have chosen to attend 
Notre Dame 
   19 86% 
2 
No, I would have chosen to attend my 
second choice school 
   3 14% 
 Total  22 100% 
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